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200,096
*Andrew Shepard” Te: wymadl_jmhcap@bim.gov
<usa_go@hotmall.com oo
» Subject: *Citirens Allemalive® plan, Jack Mormow Hille

050472003 01:35 PM

To: Ranee Dana, BLM
Rock Springs Field OLfice

1 strengly feel the Bureau of Land Management should go with the Citizens®
wildlife and Wildlands alternative for the Jack Morrow Hills. 1 used to
live in the west and particularly care about damage to the Wyoming landscape
which your White House-inspired plan would impose from outside, as well as
the historical implications, and effects on the Shoshones. Dévelopment
within sight of che Honeycomb Buttes or Killpecker Cun=s? Don't even think
of it. Drilling rigs in the red desert is a particularly unacceptable use
of our land.

Sincerely,
Andrew Shepard, 21-07 Radburn Hoad, Feir Lawn NJ 07410

STOF MORE SPAM with the new HSN 8 and get 2 months FREE*
http://jein.men,.con/ fpage=features/junkmail
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200,145

. MARRSPHOTO@aolco Ta: wymall_mihcap @ bikm._gov
m ol
Subject Fwd: RED DESERT AND JACK MORROW HILLS

D5/1W2003 08:52 AW

=== Message from MARRSPHOTO @ aol.com on Sun, 18 May 2003 21:47:02 EDT —
To: wymail_jmhcap@bim_gov
Suhjaﬂ RED DESERT AND JACK MORROW
: HILLS
Aenee Dana;
Tha Red Desar, Boars Tusk area and Jack Morrow Hills are areas that nead protection from aver drilling
and over use of recreation vehicles. Wyoming has long been a State that has been taken advantage of,
becausa of our low population, a weak volce in Washinglon, poor management of the tand and abuse by
it's own citizens.
Please consider placing a moratorium on the Great Dhide Basin area 1o any further ol and gas
developmeni and consider banning all forms of ATV's from the enlire area.

Thank you for the atlention given this request.

Greig Marrs
2100 Park Avenue
Cheyenne, Wyoming 83007
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200,148

Jazmyn McDonald To: wymall_jmhcap @ blm_gov
. <jrmc@ wyoming .com: cc. Gale_Noron & ns.o0ol.gov, gowernor 8 missc.stale.wy.us

CEMBZ00S 09:36 AM Subject: Jack Momow Hills supplamaental plan

RE: Suppert Jack Morrow Hills Cicizens® Wildlife & wWildlands
Alternative

I woulg like to register my support for the Citizensg' wWildlife and
Wildlands Alternative for the Jack Morrow Hills Study Area.

I had occasion to drive dowm through che Red Desert on Hwy 28 last week
and was reminded of how very fragile and what very unusual reguirements
that area has. It is as you know a high deserc, undergoing its fifch
yemar of severe drought, which only makes clearsr the vulnerability of
the plants and animals who live there; and how dependent they are on
minimal disturbance to that area.

1 also had occasion to observe as ! drove on south of Parsom last week
a brown layer of haze to the south and west. I have watched with sone
concern as this haie seems te be becoming a permanent feature of our
Wyoming horizon in the 5W; and as it expands in relation to the
develepment of the oil and gas fields. Since we in Wyoming strive to
maintain pristine air guality, I urge you in particular to prohibic all
new oil and gas leases in the Jack Horrow Hills.

AE a resident of Fremont County,., finally I urge you to take into account
the sconomics of recreational use of this ares. Lotgterm sustainable
tourism and local recreation in this area offers an anmual income of
some three million dollars to our state; contrast this to the oil and

. gas industry estimates of maybe a payroll of two million for maybe 25
years. And finally, with gas prices dropping, and an snormous now Source
of il opening up in ITrag., why go after such A marginally proficable
arsa’y

Thank you for your hard work on this plan.
Sinceraely,
Jazmyn McDonald

PO Box 1808
Lander WY B2520 USA
307.332.3455
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200,162
“Jahn Pallosen” To: <Wymad_jmibcap &bim,govs
. <pohing & swomall.co.s ==
weEl.wy.us=> Subject: Jack Morrow Hillg

05/20/2003 08:18 AM

Please note that the preferred alterative seem like it takes into account a
balance of resource and cultural umes.

With snmy plan, success depends on monitoring and mitigation. I feel the BLM
im & little lax in this part. My comment would be to make sure the IDT is
invalved vearly to evaluste the success or failure of all of the parts.

We can‘t afford ancther Jonah

A19A-994
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200,177
“Mila Ready" To: =wymad_jmhcap@bim.govs
. <milaready @wyoming. Be:
coms Subject: Supplemental Draft EIS Comment
05/21/2003 D4:25 PM

AT R

FACD Technician
201 Main Street
Lander, WY 82520
{307) 333-3114

B = JMH Comment.doc
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Bureau of Land Management
Rock Springs Field Office
280 Highway 191 Nonh
Rock Springs, WY 8200

May 20, 2003

To Whom It May Concern:

We wish 1o comment regarding the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Jack Morrow Hills Coordinated Activity Plan. Both my wife and | are
from fourth generation Wyoming families, and as such we hope 1o see the rural,
agricultural character and history of this great state continue. We would also like to
congratulate all of the personnel and working partners for their efforis and countless
hours in creating this document. Although not perfect, this document is thorough, fair
and reasonable,

Asg a family with deep ties to this state and alse to the ranching industry we
wholeheariedly suppon the multiple use concept inherent to management of public lands
in the United States. Of course this concept includes provisions for wildlife, recreation
and cultural preservation while simultancously allowing sensible development and
utilization of natural resources reacily available on such lands.

This multiple use concept includes mineral development and livestock grazing,
However, mincral development and livestock grazing are combined in the draft under the
term “development” when these activities are separaie and should have been addressed as
such gince extraction of o1, pas, and other minerals is a finite activity. On the other hand,
grazing, when properly managed is a continuous renewable resource and should be
wllowed 10 continue in the Jack Morow Hills.

Regardless of this oversight we support the preferred alternatives stated in the
Supplemental Draft EIS becausc and should be followed because it adheres to the
multiple use concept for management of the Jack Momow Hills,. We thank you for the
opportumity lo comment and participate in this process,

Sincerely,

Menmill J. 2nd Mila M. Ready
P.O. Box 324

Hudson, WY B2515

(307) 335-8128

A19A-996
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200,189

nets Bubject: Jack Morrow Hills Commants

06/22/2003 10:58 AM
Pleasse respand 1o

bwright

Barbara Wright Te: wymai_jmihcap @ bim.gov
. @ <bBwright@ sweatwater oo

Gentlamen:

We would request consideracion for allowing recresaticnal prospecting in
this area, especially near the South Pass section, We would also like
to be able to do metal detecting and rock hounding activities around the
Kinney rim and other sections in this area. My husband is involved in
oil and gas exploration work and we are in favor of mineral exploration
throughout the Jack Marrow Hills. From our cbservations of the mineral
explorations undertaken near Finedale, we do not beliewve this will
adversely affect wildlife, In fact we have seen more antelope around
current wall Fields than in other areas, especially during the current
drought conditions. We would like to see rosdway access available for
hunting, in season. and for off road activities including ATV access.
It i ocur opinion that the best progras for this area is continued
multi-use so that more of our citizans can use it for recreational
sctivities and as & means of providing a living in this area. We
believe the majority of people who use public lands are responsible
cicizens willing to cooperate to maintain its unique status.

Thank you for your consideration,
. Barbara 5. Wright

Wilbert E. Wright

316 Folscm Drive

Rock Springs, WY 62501
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“Deens Mchullen® Te: <wymall_jmhcap@oim.govs
cdmemulien & ipams.or oc:

g Subject: JMH CAP DEIS Comments - IPAMS
06232003 10:34 AM

Pleasa raspond to

dmermlian

Flease find below and attached, 1PAMS comments on the JMH CAP DEIS. If you
are unable to cpen the document, please let me know. Thank you.

Deana

May 23, 2003

Jack Morrow Hills CAP Team Leader
Buresau of Land Hanagement

280 HRighway 191 North

Rock Springs, WY B82901-3447

RE: Comments on Jack Morrow Hills Coordinated Activity Plan Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen:

Thege comments are submitted on behalf of the Independent Petroleum
Assoclaticn of Mountain States (IPAMS). I1PAMS is the regional trade
asscciaticn in the Inter-Mountain West representing the interests of over
350 independent natural gas and cll producers, royalty owners, ilndustry
consultants, and service and supply companies operating in thirteen-states
including Wyoming. Independent producers drill B5 percent of the wells in
the United States, produce 65 percent of the country's natural gas, and 40
percent of the cil. IPAMS appreciates the opportunity 00 COMREnt on the
Jack Morrow Hills Coordinated Activity Plan Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (SDELS) end respectfully requests that the BLM consider the
following comments.

Freslident's Ewecutive Order 13212

The BLM must follow the President s BExecutive Order 13212 (2001) ia
completion of the JMH SDEIS. In the Executive Order, the President directs
federal agencies to evaluate current programs, policies and rules and to
reduce barriers to America’s energy self-sufficiency. The SDEIS should
reflect federal law and pelicy and the nation's need for secure sources of
domestic snergy. The SDEIS should acknowledge that industry can develop the
regources in an environmentally friendly manner while providing the nation
with an sbundant source of clean affordable energy. Furthermore, the BLM
has & Congressicnally mandated muliiple-use pissiom, which must be honored

and not compromised by the single-use land management cbjectives promoted by
ﬁﬁ-r;ﬂ..‘l.n interesc Qroups .

Adaptive Management

IPAMS recognizes that the concept of adaptive management could be a useful
tool in the planning procese, if implemented correctly. IFAMSE SUpports
gpecific performance based guidelines to ensure that Project proponents
fully understand the expectations at the time a permit is issued. We do not
agree with adaptive management that ig unspecified or to be decermined
managemsnt. This can lead to delays and further complication of compliance.

In addition, IPAME is skeptical of tha work group system that hag been used
in the past with adaptive management. Thess work groups often invelve

A19A-998
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individuals who hold very little technical or environmental knowledge. Any
work group asscciated with adaptive managsment must possess a scientific and
working knowledge of any issue being addressed.

Phased Leasing and Development

In theory phased development scunds like a reasonable plan that could be
implemented guickly, this is simply not true. In practice phased
development is anosther restrictive management plan that will have
detrimental effects on the industry and the sconomy of the state of Wyoming.

We have a shortage of natural gas and we should not limit exploration and
development to certain areas before exploring or developing a new area.
Storage levels are at en all time low and limiting production to phased
areas will pot put enough production on line to meat the demand.

Phased leasing and development reduces the ability of companies to drill

exploratory wells within a resource area. If lease sales are limited to set
phase areas, effectively the amount of leases is severely restricted, which
could lead to the smaller independent compenies being forced out of &n area.

Directional Drilling

BLM mugr nat make assumpticns that indumtry can directionally drill in any
gsituation. Increased cost coupled with increased mechanical challenges may
prevent directional projects from ever being drilled and thus related
revanues not realized by the srate of Wyoming and the country.

wildlife

wWhen developing management practices and wildlife stipulations, the BLM
should use sound science to determine wildlife patterns and whether
restricticns are necespary. Too often, arcas are clossd ar severaly

. restricted based on faulty evidence. The BLM should assimilate and analyze
all previously collected data for wildlife resources and adjust mitigation
as appropriate. It is important that science pot scare tactics are ussd to
ensure safery of the enviromment.

Conclusion

Environmentally responsible development of natural gas and oil resources in
the Jack Morrow Hills Coordinated activity plan area will provides
significant benefics to lecal cammmities, the state, and the pation. To
successfully develop the rescurces in the area; all parties must work
together to establisk ressonable multiple use altarnatives that will provide
environmentally sound development of natural resources and minimize any
impacts on wildlife, plants, and recreational interests.

IFAMS urges the BLM to move expediticusly to complete thie revision,
avoiding all unnecessary delays, sc that the nation, state, and county can
continue to reap the benefits of multiple-use provided in this area.

TPAME looks forward to centinuing to cooperate with the BLM and work with
all stakeholders to develop energy for the nation while protecti the
environment. If you have any gquestions, please contact %
IFAMS at 303-623-0987. Thanks again for the cpportunity to comment on this
document ,

Sinceraly,

AR R
Manager of Goverrment and Public Affairs

Jack Morrow Hills Coordinated Activity Plan A19A-999
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Manager of Governmant & Public Affairs
HWT, WY, ND, 5D

Independent Petroleum Assoclation of
Mountain States

518 17th Strest, Suite 620
Denver, 0 80202
303-623-0987

303-8593-070% FAX

http: / /www . ipams. org

E - winmail. dat
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200,206

m Subject: Jack Morow Hills Cormmanis
05/23/2003 01:29 PM

Warren Ulmar Te: wymall_jmhcap @ bim.gov
. <wulmer @ wyoming.co oo

I wish to make comments as a Wyaming citizen, as well as a professional
meteorclogist and stmospheric chemist. Since I am the only atmospheric
chemist in the geographic ares and am working on air pollution in a
naarby bagin (The Wind River Rasinl, T bring roms profaseional
expertiae to the table., Therefore, T wish to make some comments on the
Jack Morrow Hille (JHH] proposed developmeant

Alr quality regulations referenced in Appendix 15 doc not specifically
address any issues apecific to the Red Deserc Basin., The reference to
criceria pollutants (CO, PM2.5-10, NO2, O3, HAPS, Pk, and 502) are only
made reference to in regulations and not detailed. Moreover, data from
the NADP and CASTHet sites in the Plnedale area and specifiically the
Pioadale Anticline Project, are not repressntative of pollutien loading
in the Jack Morrow Mille area. Although data is sparse to non-existant
in the Red Desert area (Great Divide Basin) of concern, there was an
atmospheric modeling study done in the wicinity

{hetp: //deg . state, wy.us/agd/ index.asptpageid=132] . Data for the
Scuthwaat Wyoming Technlecal Alr Forum |SWWYTAF) models included NADP.
CASTHet, and IMPROVE values. Deposition values from Pinedale, 5inks
Canvon, South Pass and Gypsum Creek ware also used.

Alvhough 1 have besn & vocal opponent of the CALPUPF modal used (a
localized Los Angeles Bagin model extrapolated to a tri-state area
. regional model] in the SWWYTAF study, some valid conclusions can be
nade, HNamely, that regional haze from Uteh, and the Great Divide Baain
is pwept into the Little Colorado Desert where the parcel of air of
concern continues its travels past Big Plney and Pinedale to the basln
head in the Bridger Teton National Farest. This parcel must exit the
Green River Headwaters over Union Pass due to the conservacion of masn
principle. The strong, warm winde in the Dubsie ares Aros ATe
representative of this exiting mass and adlabatic compression. The
exicing parcel is then discributed in the Upper Wind River Basin,

The SWWYTAF did not use a full Lagrangian model and relied on a much
simpler Eulerian moGel that did not take into account the complex air
chamistry that occurs within the parcel itself. Bulerian models can ba
used for trajectory analysis, but cannot be used for understanding
atmospheric chemistry. However, simple asrcscl particle chemistry may
ba undarstocd.

Thia channeling of air is similar to the studies of the Snake River
Bagin in Tdaho (see Idaho Field Experiment 1981 NUREG/CR-3488)
conducted by the HMOM Air Resources Laboratcry Field Ressarch Division
in Idaho Falls where 1 was a visiting scientist. However, studies
cenducted in the Snake River Basin used 5F6 tracsrs with aircrafe
samplers, wind profilers, SODAH, tall instrumented towers, tetroons
{constant density [ollowing balloons) as well as other instrumentation
in the basin. This experiment has been repeated several times, with
similar results in esach experiment. However, the distinction to be
made is that real data was used in Idsho compared to & fundamentally
flawed (data and modeling) study (SWWYTAF] in Wyoming thac used very
litcle real data.

. The data used in SWWYTAF and data referenced inm the Jack Morrow Hills
Supplemental Drafe EIS and the SWWYTAF is suspect. Por instence the

Jack Morrow Hills Coordinated Activity Plan A19A-1001
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IMPROVE data used is sampled at approximately the same leval
(approximately 2500m). A vertical profile of the atmosphers from below
egample sites to a geostrophic level {where frictional forces Erom
terrain are minimalized) of epproximately 4500-S000m was not used, The
THPROVE data details pollution at 2500m lewvel and does not show
vartical variation. An exarple of this is in the Los Angeles Basin
where air acid induced vegetation stunting shows shows a distinct line
{much like a flood line con buildings) where inversions kept pollution
mostly below that visible lewvel. As most Wyomingites know, the Big
Piney area is the coldest area in the state dus to wintertime gravitLy
currents in the surrounding mouncains depositing cold air at night in
the basin. However, alr above 200m over Big Finey is relatively warm
with alr masses still exiting the Upper Green River Basin. Ths polint
is that the atmosphere has many wvertically stacked levels that are
interdependent of each other at times, and interrelated at othar times.
Single level sampling does not constitute a comprehensive study.

Specific, to the Red Desert area of the Great Divide Basin, wery little
is known about the meteorology there. The SWWYTAF model included
emigsions data Irom the Jim Bridger Plant in Superior which is located
on the western margin of the Red Demert. The “core area” of the Jack
Morrow Hille which encompasss=s the Steamboat Mountain ACES and Buffale
Humgp WSA is under the influence of the Jim Bridger coal fired power
plant (JBP). However, emissions from JBF are not so smasily to discern.

During strong zonal flow conditions (West to East winds), JBP and FH
emlasions from the surrounding area typically move down the Interstate
B0 corridor towards Rawlins. During SW wind events che JBP emissions
and regional emissions from Utah pass over the JMH. To fuzther
compound matcers the Red Desert Basin is a hydrologically enclosed
basin and MAY BE an enclosed basin for atmospheric constituents near
ground levels. My professional opinlon is that the Shamrock Hills im
the eastern Great Divide Basin are an impediment to low velocity zonal
flows and kesap the air masses from exiting the bagin. Likewise the
Green Mountains and Ferris Mountaine are impediments to northeast
exiting alr masses. Moreocwver, the rare event southerly winds are
blocked by the scuthern edge of the Wind River Mountains. Easterly
winds during strong spring snow events tend to £lush out the basin.
However, this recrograde easterly wind soon relaxes and air parcels
move in the more frequent north to northeast directiom.

The specific questions to ask from proposed development are: 1) wWhat
would the emissions in the JMH's erea be [rom development? 2] Would
these emissions be contained within the basin or be transported to
other areas? 3} Would present emigsions from the JEP and region be
much larger that subsequent emissiona from JMHe development, and
therefore could be considered insignificant?

I would like to address these guestions individually.

1) What would the emissions in the JMH's area be from development?

My inirfial soncern is not the HAPs, CO, W(x, and sulfur spacies
emissions from development. Yes, there will be these type of emissicns
from drilling and other infrastructure such as compression stations.
With proper best available technalegy (BAT) methods these emissions can
be minimized. With care and continuous BAT updates if the project
commances, these emiggions can be mininized. However, my main concern
ig with PM [particulate matter] emissions from roads.

Road emissione can also be categorized by the Cype of roadbed used.
Chviously. limegtone orf granitie gravel decompeoss at different rates
and apsembly intc very different aerosol size distributions. Limeastone
particle atmospheric chemistry is much different than clay or granitic

A19A-1002
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B0, Preliminary research studies have indicated that Gresn River Basin
soils do mitigate acid rain in the Wind River Mountains. However,
would increased limestone emissions contribute te a large degres the
total moderation of acid rain? This question has not bean answered.
Limestone road-bedding would tend to make smaller particles versus
larger particles for granitlec materials.

I chemigtry. Limestone does mitigace acid rain but has to ba molst to do

Many pecple have read in newspapers that dust from the Gobi Dessrt has
boon messurad in Texas. How can these particles move cthis far?
Deposition rates are directly proportiomal to particle size and the
kinetic snergy of the surrounding air. In other words, large particles
generally don't travel far, and likewise slow wind velocities don't
move particles very far., When particles are moved by motoar wehicles
disturbing them or through direct action of the wind, these particles
rub againgt each other and in the case of a dry atmosphare are reduoced
in size. The deliguescence (bleoating) process is only of concern in a
moist atmosphere which iz usually not present in the JWHs, Howewver,
whar the dust particles reach & certain size distributlion &
particle-to-gas or a gas-to-particle conversion may take place. This
is where aercsol and atmospheric chemigtry are interrclated,
Tharelore, wet and dry deposition are important. Decause of tha
cormplexity of these processes, a log-normal distribution is assumed for
various regimes in simple models. Power-law distribution, modified
gamma distribution. and remote continental distributions can also be
used. Some measured diseributions in a desert atmosphere shew
tri-modal or even more complex distributions. Because of many size
particle distributions, clearly defined regimes are used to simplify
patters. Por EPA and WYDEQ purposes, only 2.5 micrometer and 10
micromster distributions are used. The EPA is in the proceas of
meaguring an intermediate value which may be more indicative of haze
that humans can see. We are definitely seeing increasing haze

throughout Wyoming.

WYDEQ measurements of PML0 in the Powder River Basin has been
cengistently above regulated values due to roads linking coal bed
mechane wells. Likewise, the Pinedale Anticline and other gas fisld
projects in the area have also oxcesdsad regulated values. Using
potassium chloride and other rosd treatments have scmewhat mitigated
dust probless, but still have not markedly cleaned up the air in the
Gillette area.

21 Would thess emissions be contained within the basin or be
transported to other areas?

This guestien is the great unknown. Trajectory analysis in computer
models can give us an idea, but real measured knowledge 1B needad., The
cooputer models used and lack of collected or measured data have not
dene wuch to gettle thig guestion. My profession opinion is that
larger (L.e. 10 micrometer) particles are probably contained within the
basin, Smaller particles (i e. around 5 micrometers) are probably
mixed throughout the basin, and some particles being exported to cthar
bagins. The 1 micromecter and gmaller particles are probably undergolng
complex processes that are poorly undearstood. (Jmenicke, 1933, in
Asrosol -Cloud-Climate Interactions) has supgested a tri-modal
distribution with particles smaller than .5 micrometers contribute
40-80% of cocllecced PM10 mass in an interlor continencal atmosphere.
(Li, et a., 1996, Kature) also suggest a tri-modal discribution in
desert atmospheres with modes being strongly correlated to wind
valooity., Also of conseguence is the disturbance of fragile seils to
. fyture emissions. When drill rige and roads are cstablished, a large
amourit of sell {s made unstable and is subsegquently transported into

Jack Morrow Hills Coordinated Activity Plan
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thka atmosphare.

3} Weuld present smissions from the JEP and region be much larger that
subseguent emissions from JMHs development, and therefore could be
conaidered inaignificant?

This guestion cannot be adequately addressed dus to lack of data.
There has not been any background measurements at all wilthin the Great
Divide Basin. Until present background values are measured a
conclusion cannot be drawn.

Roecommendations:

There is very little understanding of the meteorology or atmospheric
chemistry of the JHHe. Sampling stations for PM1.5 and FPM10 need to be
set in place. Several meteorclogical stations that imclude U-V-W
(vertical measuring windg sensors] need to be put ir the area for input
into atmospheric models. 1 believe WOx. C0 and other common gasses
from proposed development would probably not need to be measured as
they are most likely insigrnificant. Also gases would be exported to
other regions and probably not impalr visual values. A tracer study
might also be of value for real trajectory analysis. Temporal and
spaetial values are sorely lacking.

It is my personal opinion that we do not know snough about the area to
allow immediate development., The gas under the ground will not go
anywhere Lf development is not made. We can afford to measure first
and develop later if the development ls warranted. Tt is not worth the
chance of loosing a precious resource As the JHMa tc satlefy a shortime
gread for gas. 1 suppose the Cltizen's Conservation Alternative.

Warren C. Ulmer

Consultant-Wyoming Atmospheric Ressarch
50 Field Statcien Road

Lander, WY BZ520

I07.332.4079

wulmerdwyoning . com
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steven amsirup To: Wymail_jmhcap @ bim.gov
csamstrup? @ yshoo.co oo
. me Subject: Comments on SDEIS

0522003 02:47 FM

Below you will find my comments on the JMH SDEIS. The
comments aleo are attached as a MSWord document which
may bhe sapier to read than the emall bext.

I also attespted to submit these comments to your web
site. DBecause my comments are written in the form of
a letter, and your web site wanted partitioned
conments, it wasn't clear to me that the Web
submission was very successful,

The comments attached and below may be easier to read
and interpret.

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the
public comment process. SCA

From:

Steven C. Amgtrup

1112 West 15th Ave
Anchorage, AK, 99501
907=278=5512

Ta:

Bureau of Land Management,
280 Highway 191 North,

Rock Springs, Wyoming, B82%01

. Atrn: Jack Morrow Hillse CAP Leadsr

1 am writing to provide feedback on the Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the
Jack Morrow Hilles [JMM) Coordinated Activity Dlan
{CAF) .
I first want to thank you for providing the public the
opportunity to comment on management decisions relaced
to our public lands. It ie clear that a great deal of
work went into producing this SDELS and associaced
documants and you are to be commended for those
efforts. The job of managing public resources is
guaranteed to be difficult and BLM will never please
everybody. But, of course, pleasing everybody iz not
the job of BLM. Rather, cthe job of BLM is to be the
bast possible steward of our public land heritage.
Part of that stewardship is public parcicipation. I
hope my participation in that publie process will help
you achieve the most effective stewardship of the JMH
area.
MY BACEGROUND
I am & PhD wildlife ecologist with 30 yvears experience
working on topics related to energy development. I am
a strong believer im multiple-ume of publics lands,
stewardship as opposed to simple protection, and
utilization of multiple management tools to achieve
that stewardship. I recognize that umtil we make theo
necafsiry shift to an economy hased upcn hydrogen and
other alternative energy sources, we will continue to
need hydrocarbons. I believe Chat most hydrocarbon
extraction prospects can bé managed in ways that
. minimize impacts on other resources in the area. I
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also recognize that all hydrocarbon prospects are not
created egual, neither in terms of chelir value ner in
the total costs of acquiring them. I algo recognize
that we haven't always done well in managing
kydrocarben acquisition. My wife and I own propertcy
and plan to retire in Fremont County, just a few miles
from the JMH. Because the area covered in this SDEIS
ig literally in my back vard, I want to do what I ecan
to asbure management Chere is the best it can be. The
camments I provids hers sare ny own alone, and have
nothing to do with my employer or other organizations
of which I may be s member.

MY CONCLUSION:

After reviewing the SOEIS. I have concluded that
Alternative #2 is the mogc desirable alternative
action you have outlined, and I strongly urge you Lo
implement that management strategy for JMM. Although
your SDEIS suggests another alternative management
plan is "preferred’, I do not find your arguments.
supporting preferred status of that altermative,
compalling. Tharefore, I urge you to adopt
Alternative B2 inatead. A susmary of the reasons I
fteal this way follows.

SUPPORT FOR MY COMCLUSION

As you know, theres are no longer any
*non-controversial® eanergy developments. Our
ingreasing and increasingly mobile human population
continues to create demand for hydrocarbons ac the
same time that concerns about healthy landscapes and
“quality of life* are escalating. As acewards of the
public land heritage. you must deal with the
canflicting pressures on our landscapes by considering
svary snergy development prospect from a cost and
benefic standpoint. It ls important that all thae
coste [including poasible losses of che hard co
evaluate wildlife, recreation, scenic, and other
gquality of life values) and all the benefits be
considered. It is also imperative that all the costs
be congidered in national as well as reglonal and
local contexts. Hence you must look at the jobs,
revenue, and hydrocarbons that could be produced under
your various JMH alcernatives {and the total risks of
those production scenarios} in comparison to the other
possible sources of hydroecarbons in Wyoming [(such as
the Powder River Basin CBM} and acrcs=a the nation
le.g. the Naticnal Petroleum Heserve Alaska, or the
Arctic National Wildlife Rafuge). With such a review,
Some energy rescrves will stand out as “crosm jewels”
of our energy heritage. Othars will claarly be lower
pPricrity developmants because of thelr commanding
competitive values (e.g. historic, wildlife, scenic).
lower energy/econonie returns, or both.

In this context then, how do the § JMH alternatives
you have ocutlined stand up? According te tha language
in the SDEIS (in gquotes), the differences batween the
altarnacives in terms of jobs created “would not be
cansidered significant relative to threshold values®
of che local area. The differences in earnings “would
not be congidered significant” becasse the annual
increase in earnings from the most aggressive
alternative (211 "would be well below the significance
eriteria;* and tha refuction in sarninga from the
leant aggressive alternative (¥#2) *falls well within
the threshold velues.” The whole range of projected
royalty and tax revenues between the most and least
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aggressive alternatives was within the “established
thresholds for the area.” In other weords, the energy

. and economic gains {rom even ths most sggressive
davelopment alternative for JMH would not
*gignificantly” affect &ven the local economy. The
regional and national significance of the altarnatives
for changing the hydrocarbon extractiom procedures in
JeH, therefore. must also be considered
*non-gignificant
if the benefits to agoressive development in JMH are
non-significant, what about the envirommentel and
quality of life costs of such developments? Here, the
dif ferences batwesn the alternstives appear to be
substantial. The bottom line is that implementation
of Alternative #2 would provide substantially greater
protection for the areas holding the most special,
unigue, and sensitive values of JMH. Whereas your
*praferred alternative® proposes to afford the beat
care of these respurcez through "Adaptive Hanagemant®;
the uncertainty in the level and effectiveness of that
management is much greator than in alternative #2. In
altarmmative #2, the stewsrdship of the special and
gensitive values of JHMH literally are written in black
and white, In your "preferred alternatiwve”® that
stewardship will be subject to the whime of: future
gevernment funding for implemontation and enforcemant,
lawsuits and othar complaints from those whe will
disagree about what is “adaptive”, and changing
philosophies of government administrators. Clearly.
adaptive management must be used in most natural
rescurce sltuations. Basing the whole future of the
JMH on poorly defined adaptive strategies, however,
does npot seem optimal, in light of the pressnce of
alternative #2. Because the energy/economic benefits
of alternative #2 are, according to the SDEIS, not
*gignificantly different” from the others and the
potential risks/costs are greater. the cheice is
clear-Alternative #2 is prefarred.
The choice is clearer stil]l when the alternatives are
framed in & national context. For example, the most
aggressive alternative outlined for JMH would result
in just over 2000 acres of surface disturbance.
Coincidentally, this is approximately the amount of
acreage that might be disturbed under the most recent
proposal for development of the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge. That level of surface disturbance in
ANWR, however, could result in accessn to one of the
largest oll figlds in North America (even if the lower
interval estimate of reserves there is used). From an
enargy perspective, ANWR may be one of our crown
jewels, but JMH clearly is nmot. From the standpoint
of higroric scenic, and environmental values. and from
the standpeint of preximity to people who can crawvel
there to enjoy those values, however, JHH is 2 jewel.
Alternative #2 allows continmued hydrocarbon
exploration and development in arces of the REed Desert
that have not been identified as helding exceptional
non-consumptive or renewable resource values. It
allews a 6-fold increase in the amount of surface
disturbance (related to hydrocarbon development}
doring the firast 20 years afcer implementacion. Yet,
alternative 82 assures protection of portions of the
JuH that cruly are (in terms of racreacional,

. historic, scenic, and wildlife values| jewels of the
West., Agein, I urge you to adopt alternative #2 as

Jack Morrow Hills Coordinated Activity Plan
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your preferred management plan.

A COUFLE DETAILS

I do not have time to comment on the many details in
the SDEIS that caught my attention. Neither do you
probably have time to read them all. & couple things
astoad out strong enocugh, however, I feel compelled to
express them here.

Firse, the SDEIS dees not provide any specifics
regarding the scope and nature of seigmic testing.
Options for such testing were mentioned. and brief
degcriptions of the various methods provided. But the
critical information about the timing, lorations, and
spacing of seliamle grids were not even mentioned.

This is a major shortcoming in cthe SDEIS, and makes
irterprectation of the possible effects of such
axploracion imposgible. This ls particularly
important when it comes to 3-D seismic testing. 3-D
is a wonderful tool for outlining hydrocarbon
proepecta. It alse is a potentially very disruptive
tool to wildlife and their habitats. Without knowing
axactly how and when 2-D grids will be run, the
impacts cannot be projected. Some places, impacts of
even 3-D testing can be ameliorated with fairly simple
measures. For example, on Alaska’s north slope, 3-D
gelomic can be conducted only in late winter and
gpring. At that time the only wildlife apecies that
is likely to be affected is polar bears occupying
their maternal dens. Because we have explicitly
identified denming habitars and the chronology of
denning, it is possible to effectively eliminate
affects of 3-D by requiring that surveys in areas
including demning habitats be run later in the
spring-after females and their cubs have emerged. The
SDEIS offers no indications ae to how these surveys
would be managed in the complex mosaic of the JMH, and
hence no opportunity for reviewers to interpret what
ia in atere for the landscape or to make sensible
comments. Regardlass of the alternative you Linally
adept, you will need a great deal of input to
adaptively manage such surveys in the complex habicats
of the JMH.

The second detall 1 wanted to mention relates Lo
preacribed burns. In several lccations, the SDEIS
menitions the use of prescribed burms teo achleve a
variety of vegetative goals. Whersas burning can be
an effeccive tool to alter vegetation patterns: thore
are more desirable tools for most situations. The
proper diatribution and number of cattle (with the
impact of thelr hooves and bodies the animal wastes
they leave bshind) has been shown to be an effective
and long-term way to manage vegetation patterns in
arid areas. The risks of cattle “getting away”® as can
fire are low. Catitle till the so1l, breéaking down
*"caps* that often retard reproducticn of desirable
plant species. Cattle fertilize the socil as they move
ovar it (cthrough urine and dung). Perhaps most
importantly, whereas most of the primary production
removed by fire goes into the atmosphere; primary
production removed by cattle goes into the human food
chain and provides income for people supported by che
land. There are experts on using livestock to alter
vegetative patternsg living in your local area, so the
expertise to accomplish this is net limicing.
Therefore, I would urge you, Iegardless of which
alternacive plan you finally adopt, to carsfully
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to accomplish your desired vegetative Cargets.
Thank you in advance for any considaration you give to
my Ccomments.

Sinceraly,

. consider the benefirs of new methods of cattle grazing

Steven C. Amstrup

Steven C. Amstrup

1112 Weat 15th Ave,

Anchorage Alaska %9501
sanstrup2éyahoo . com
steven_amgtrupdusgs.gov

EAY WIAT YOU MEAN AND TELL THE TRUTH!

Do you Yahoo!? ,
The Hew Yahoo! Search - Faster. Easler. Bingo.
heep: //scarch. yahoo . com

- MyJMHomis. doe

Jack Morrow Hills Coordinated Activity Plan
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From:

Steven C. Amstrup

1112 West 15™ Ave
Anchorage, AK, 99501
007-278-9012

To:

Bureau of Land Management,
280 Highway 191 North,

Rock Springs, Wyoming, 82901

Arm: Jack Morrow Hills CAP Leader

1 am writing to provide feedback on the Supplemental Diraft Environmental
Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the Jack Morrow Hills (JMH) Coordinated Activity Plan
(CAP).

1 first want 1o thank you for providing the public the opportunity to comment on
management decisions relaied to our public lands. 1tis clear that a great deal of work
wenl into producing this SDEIS and associated documents and you are to be commended
for those efforts. The job of managing public resources is guaranieed to be difficult and
BLM will never please everybady. Bul, of course, pleasing everybody is not the job of
BLM. Rather, the job of BLM is 10 be the best possible steward of our public land
heritage. Pan of that stewardship is public participation. 1hope my participation in that
public process will help you achieve the most effective stewardship of the JMH area.

MY BACKGROUND

1 am a PhD wildlife ecologist with 30 years experience working on topics related
to energy development. 1 em a strong believer in multiple-use of public lands,
stewardship as opposed 1o simple protection, and utilization of multiple management
tools 1o achieve that stewardship. 1 recognize that until we make the necessary shift to an
economy based upon hydrogen and other alternative energy sources, we will continue to
need hydrocarbons. 1 believe that most hydrocarbon extraction prospects can be
mapnaged in ways that minimize impacts on other resources in the arca. | also recognize
that all hydrocarban prospects are not created equal, neither in terms of their value nor in
the total costs of acguiring them. 1 also recogmize that we haven 't always done well in
managing hydrocarbon acquisition. My wife and | own property and plan Lo retire in
Fremont County, just a few miles from the IMH. Because the area covered in this SDEIS
is literally in my back yard, I want to do what I can 10 assure management there is the
best it can be. The comments | provide here are my own alone, and have nothing to do
with my employer or other organizations of which 1 may be 2 member.

MY CONCLUSION:
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After reviewing the SDEIS, | have concluded that Alternative #2 is the most
. desirable altermative action vou have outlined, and I strongly urge you to implement that
management strategy for JIMH. Although your SDEIS suggests another alternative
management plan is “preferred”, 1 do not find your arguments, supporting preferred status
of that altemative, compelling. Therefors, 1 urge you to adopt Allernative #2 instead, A
summiry of the reasons | feel this way follows.

SUPPORT FOR MY COMCLUSION

As you know, there are no longer any “non-controversial” energy developments.

Qur increasing and increasingly mobile human population continues 1o create demand for
hydrocarbons al the same time that concemns about healthy landscapes and “quality of
life” are escalating. As stewards of the public land heritage, vou must deal with the
corflicting pressures on our landscapes by considering every energy development
prospect from a cost and benefit standpoint. 1t 15 important that all the costs (including
possible losses of the hard 1o evaluale wildlife, recreation, scenic, and other quality of life
values) and all the benefits be considered. 1t is also imperative that all the costs be
considered in national as well &3 regional and local contexts. Hence you must look al
the jobs, revenue, and hydrocarbons that could be produced under your various JMH
alternatives {and the total risks of those production scenarios) in comparison to the other
possible sources of hydrocarbons in Wyoming (such as the Powder River Basin CBM)
and across the nation (e.g. the National Petroleum Reserve Alaska, or the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge). With such a review, some energy reserves will stand out as “erown
jewels" of our energy heritage. Others will clearly be lower prionty developments

. because of their commanding competitive values (e.g. historic, wildlife, scenic), lower
energy/economic retums, or both.

In this context then, how do the 5 IMH aliernatives you have outlined stand up?
According 1o the language in the SDEIS (in quotes), the differences between the
alternatives in terms of jobs created “would nol be considered significant relative Lo
threshold values™ of the local area. The differences in earnings “would not be
considered significem™ because the annual increase in carnings from the most aggressive
alwernative (#1) “would be well below the significance criteria:” and the reduction in
eamings from the least aggressive alternative (#2) “falls well within the threshold
values.” The whole range of projected royalty and ax revenues between the most and
least aggressive alternatives was within the “established thresholds for the area.” In other
wirds, the energy and economic gains from even the most aggressive development
alternative for JMH would not “significantly” affect even the local economy. The
regional and national significance of the alternatives for changing the hydrocarbon
extraction procedures in IMH, therefore, must also be considered “non-significant.”

If the benefits to nggressive development in JMH are non-significant, what about
the environmental and quality of life costs of such developmenis? Here, the differences
between the alternatives appear to be substantial. The bottom line is that implementation
of Alternative #2 would provide substantially greater protection for the aress holding the
most special, unigue, and sensitive values of IMH. Whereas your “preferred allemative™
propases to afford the best care of these resources through * Adaptive Management™; the

. uncertainty in the level and effectiveness of that management is much greater than in
alternative #2_ In aliemative #2, the stewardship of the special and sensitive values of
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JMH literally ave written in black and white. In your “preferred altemnative” thai
stewardship will be subject to the whims of: future govermnment funding for
implementation and enforcement, lawsuits and other complaints from those who will
disagree about what is “adaptive”, and changing philosophies of government
administrators. Clearly, adaptive management must be used in most natural resource
situations. Basing the whole future of the IMH on poorly defined adaptive strategies,
however, does not seem optimal, in light of the presence of alternative #2. Because the
energy/economic benefits of alternative #2 are, according to the SDELS, not
“eipnificantly different™ from the others and the polential nsks/costs are greater, the
choice is clear-Alternative #2 is prefermed.

The choice 1s clearer still when the aliernatives are framed in a national context.
For example, the most aggressive allemative outlined for JMH would result in just over
2000 acres of surface disturbance. Coincidentally, this is approximately the amount of
acreage that might be disturbed under the most recent proposal for development of the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. That level of surface disturbance in ANWR, however,
could resull in access 10 one of the largest oil fields in North America (even if the lower
interval estimate of reserves there is used). From an energy perspective, ANWR may be
one of our crown jewels, bul JMH clearly is nol. From the standpoint of historic scenic,
and environmental values, and from the standpoint of proximity to people who can travel
there 1o enjoy those values, however, IMH is a jewel. Alternative #2 allows continued
hydrocarbon exploration and development in areas of the Red Desen that have not been
identified s holding exceptional non-consumptive or renewable resource values. It
allows a 6-fold increase in the amount of surface disturbance (related to hydrocarbon
development) during the first 20 years after implementation. Yet, alternative #2 assures
protection of portions of the JMH that truly sre {in terms of recreational, historic, scenic,
and wildlife values) jewels of the West. Again, I urge you to adopt alternative #2 as your
preferred management plan.

A COUFPLE DETAILS

I do not have time to comment on the many details in the SDEIS that caught my
artention. Neither do you probably have time to read them all. A couple things stood out
strong enough, however, | feel compelled to express them here.

First, the SDEIS does not provide any specifics regarding the scope and nature of
seismic testing. Options for such testing were mentioned, and brief descriptions of the
various methods provided. Bul the critical information about the timing, locations, and
spacing of seismic gnds were not even mentioned. This is a major shortcoming in the
SDEIS, and makes interpretation of the possible effects of such exploration impossible.
This is particularly important when it comes to 3-1 seismic testing. 3-D is a wonderful
tocl for outlining hydrocarbon prospects. 1t also is a potentially very disnptive ool to
wildlife and their habitsts. Without knowing exactly how and when 3.1 grids will be
run, the impacts cannol be projected. Some places, impacts of even 3-D testing can be
ameliorated with fairly simple measures. For example, on Alaska's north slope, 3-D
seismic can be conducted only in lale winter and spring. At that time the only wildlife
specics that is likely to be affected is polar bears occupying their matemal dens. Because
we have explicitly identified denning habitats and the chronology of denning, it is
possible to effectively eliminate effects of 3.1 by requinng that surveys in areas
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including denning habitats be run later in the spring-afier females and their cubs have

. emerged. The SDELS offers no indications as o how these surveys would be managed in
the complex mosaic of the JMH, and herce no opporunity for reviewers to interpret what
is in store for the landscape or to make sensible comments. Regardless of the aliemative
you finally adopt, you will need a great deal of input to adaptively manage such surveys
in the complex habitats of the JMH.

The second detail 1 wanted to mention relates to prescribed bums. In several
locations, the SDEIS mentions the use of prescribed bums to achieve a vanety of
vepetative goals. Whereas burning can be an effective tool (o alter vegetation patierns;
there are more desirable tools for most situstions. The proper distribution and number of
catlle (with the impact of their hooves and bodies the animal wastes they leave behind)
has been shown to be an effective and long-term way 1o manage yegetation patiemns in
arid areas. The risks of cattle “getting away" as can fire are low. Cattle till the soil,
breaking down “caps™ that often retard reproduction of desirable plant species. Caltle
fertilize the soil as they move over it (through urine and dung). Perhaps most
importantly, wheress most of the primary production removed by fire goes into the
atmosphere; pnmary production removed by catile goes into the human food chain and
provides income for people supported by the land. There are experts on using livestock
to alter vegetative patterns living in your local area, so the expertise to accomplish this is
not limiting. Therefore, 1 would urge vou, regardless of which alternati ve plan you
finally edopt, to carefully consider the benefits of new methods of cattle grazing o
nccomplish your desired vegetative largets.

. Thank you in advance for any consideration you give to my comments.
Sincerely,

Steven C. Amstrup
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Mid-Continent Division
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(315) GEE-8010 Fax
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May 23, 2003 Via Intermet: wymail_jmhcap @ bim.gov

Aftention: Ms. Renee Dana, Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management

Rock Springs Field Office

280 Highway 191 North

Rock Springs, WY B2901-3447

Re: Comments on Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Staternent
Fer the Jack Morrow Hills Coordinated Activity Plan
Sweetwater, Fremont, & Sublette Counties, Wyoming

Daar Ms. Dana:

. Burlington Resources Oil & Gas Company LP appreciates the opportunity 1o provide
comments on the Supplemental Draft Environmemal Impact Statement (SEIS) for the
Jack Morrow Hills Coordinated Activity Plan {JMHCAP).

BR is one of the largest independent (non-integrated) cil and gas companies in the
United States in lerms of tolal domestic proved reserves. We are the lesses of
approximately ten percent of the federal leases held by production and operate
approximately ten percent of all wells located on federal ofl and gas leases. BR, as an
operator in Wyoming, understands the precedent-getting nature of this SEIS and
therefore has parlicipated throughout the NEPA process.

ER iz a membar of Public Lands Advocacy (PLA) and the Petroleum Association of
Wyoming (PAW) and endorses both associations’ comments submitted on the SEIS.
The following issues continue to of concarn to BR:

= Staged Leasing: The concept of slaged leasing continues 1o be present in this
planning effort despite previous industry comments. This concepl s
unnecessary, is nol supporied by analysis, and should be removed. Staged
leasing prevents the operator from securing a viable lease block prior to
me and incatrectly présumes resource degradation as a result of
easing.
+« Adaptive Environmental Management (AEM): BR supports the principles of
adaptive environmental management, however currently in Wyoming there
. appear 10 be threa different approaches employed. BLM must agree upon and
utilize a single template so that interested parties have an understanding of what

Jack Morrow Hills Coordinated Activity Plan
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the process entails. Perdormance-based parameters should be utilized as they
encourage innovation and embrace changing conditions and new technological
advancements. Monitoring must be a critical component in measuring the
effectiveness of these paremeters. BR recommends that AEM and the related
performance-based parameters be specific enough for the project proponents to
fully understand the expectations at the time of permit lssuance. Unclear and
unspeciled parameters, mitigation and moniloring causes serious difficulties for
project proponents in terms of scheduling, unanticipated costs and uncarainty.

* Valid existing rights: BLM must ensure thal valid, existing rights are not
abrogated by the supplemental draft. (They appear o ba by the staged leasing
proposal.)

+ National Historic Tralls: Protection measures for Mational Historie Trails should
remain with an "avoidance area of % mile on either side of the trall or visual
horlzon, whichever is less” until the Wyoming Trall Plan is finalized, subject to
public review, and amended to the RMP.

« Steamboat Elk Herd: Increases in the herd objective must be based upon
scientific evidence that forage in the management area can support the increase
in the hard objective as well as other range resource users such as livestock
grazing, othar wildlife, etc. The Wyoming Game and Fish Depanment must
implement & program for controling the growing elk herd and bringing the elk
population numbers back down ta the appropriate population objective.

Again, BR appreciates your consideration of our comments. Please contact me at (815)
£88-9042 should you have any questions or would like 1o discuss in more depth.

Sinceraly,

Eileen Danni Dey
Regulatory Compliance Supervisor
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"Cathy Purves” To: <Wymal_jmhcan@bim.govs
. <cap@wyomingwliidiie oo “Lammy Beesler” <larb @wyorrmgwildlile. prge, “Gwyn Mckee™
Subject; Wyoming Wikdife Federation COmmants on JMH CAP - WWF

057232003 04:31 PM

Hallo Renea,

| have my commants attachad from the Wyoming Wildie Federation. In addition to the Commants [s a
table attachmen! which is cited within the contents of the Commants,

Thanks for the opporunity!

Waestem Fisld Diractor
Wyoming Wiidiile Federalion
PO Box 1387

Lander, WY 82520
307-335-85833

cap @ wyom(ngwitdiile. org

2l - Jack Momow Hilis comments of WWF.doc

O B
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WYOMING WILDLIFE FEDERATION
P.O. Box 108
Chayenne, Wyoming 82003

May 23, 2003

Renee Dana, Team Leader

Jack Mormow Hills CAP SDEIS
280 Highway 191 North

Rock Springs, WY 82001

Email: Wymail jmhcap @bim.gov

Re: Comments on the Supplemental Draft EIS for the JMH CAP/draft Green
River RMP Amendment

Dear Ms. Dana,

Please accept the following comments on behalf of the Wyoming Wildife
Federation, Wyeming's oldest and largest sporismen conservation group. These
comments are offered for review and consideration during the development of
the final JMH Coordinated Activity Plan and EIS.

Whila the Wyoming Wildife Federation (WWF) submitted comments in concert
with the Matonal Wildlife Federation and the Matural Resources Defense
Council, the WWF would like to submit the following additional specific economic
information for consideration. The WWF leels that hunting, fishing and
recreation/tourism expenditures were grossly underestimated andlor lacked
thorough evaluation and consideration toward the overall economic impact in the
Jack Morrow Hills araa.

It is the agency’s responsibility to provide a comprehensive and environmentally
adequate management framework for all activilies which occur in this resource
area. As stated, it is your objective to determine the appropriate level and
methods of all the combined land and resource uses possible. The WWF feals
that adequale evaluation of economic contributions to the JMH area concentrates
on mineral resources while dismissing other important and viable economic
impacts as less than significant 1o this region and state.

In addition, the data addressed in the JMH Supplemental DEIS (2003) and the
Draft EIS JHM CAP (2000) is incompiete and conflicting, significant recreation
use and economic data from the northern portion of the JMH area are omitied,
consumplive and non-consumptive uses are greatly distorted or not considered,
and guestionabla economic assumptions in the economic analysis are made.
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It is a known factor that hunting, recreation and tourism provide significant
contributions to the economy of this state. Specifically, the JMH area provides
considerable opportunities for such activities. As stated in the JMH SDEIS (3.4.1
and 3.4.2) Off Road Vehicle Use and Hunting are the two most popular activities
which occur within the planning area. The JMH planning area provides habital
for many species of wildlife, and provides crucial wildlife habitat for elk and mule
deer, The planning area also provides considerable habilat for antelope. All
three of these big game species are popular game for hunters. The area also
contains important breeding and rearing habital for the Greater Sage Grouse,
and Is stil considered a huntable game bird species by Wyoming Game and
Fish. Cold water fisheries and warm water fisheries occur within this planning
area but are not considered,

Economic impacis in Table 2-4 (Summary of Impacts, SDEIS 2003) are not aven
considered for recreation, wildiife, cultural, historic trails, elc. Economic impacts
are only considered for Locatable and Leasable Minerals and are only
considered In terms of “adverse” (l.e., economic) impacts should mineral
davelopment not be permitied. Adverse impacts to the economies of wildlife,
recreation and tourism with mineral developmen! eccurring are not considerad.

Recreation Use: (non-consumption). The most glaring information presented

. is for recreation use estimates. The Supplemental DEIS (2003) does nol
distinguish between nonresidents and residents (except fo say that residents
make up the majority of the hunting use) while in the Draft EIS (2000)
considerable information is presented between resident and non-resident
recreation use, including cost per day spent by users (Table 4-13, Economic
Assumptions for Recreation). Interestingly, the definition for resident and
nonresident recreation use differs than that defined for resident and nonresident
hunting value purposes. Nonresident recrealion users are considered those
individuals outside the region of the three county areas but can be Wyoming
residents.

Equally confusing is the assumption made in the SDEIS (2003) that there is only
economic impact with recreation from nonresidents in recreation use. This
assumption negates the local economic impact from local recreationists who
most likely live in this area because of Ihose outdoor values, including fishing,
hiking, four wheeling, etc... Keep in mind, these "residents” who are nol
considered to be contributing to the economy are from the three county region. .

Using the economic dala presented in the DEIS (2000), in Table 3-33 (Net

Economic Value ol Residen! Recreation for 1998 Base Year) resident non-

consumplive use brings in an estimated $593,308 annually, By extrapolaling thal
. figure based on BLM's five and twenty-year projections, just the local economic
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impact from non-consumptive recreation use can be estimated at $2,96€,540 in
five years and $11,866,160 for twenty years. And it has been stated in both
documents that recreation use is expected lo increase (2% annually stated in the
DEIS 2000; and 2.5% for OHV and 2% for recreation use, SDEIS 2003). These
estimates are considerably lower than that provided by the state Economic
Estimates (Dept. Tourism, 2002) and by the earlier DEIS eslimates, Using data
which is more detailed in the 2000 DEIS, recreation is shown to contribute
significantly 1o the local economy, irregardless of whether it is resident or
nonresident specific.

For example, the BLM shows that recreation impacis are estimated 1o increase in

recreation user days to 1.18 million recrealion days over a twenty-year planning

period (page 303, DEIS 2000). Using the figure premad in Table 4-13 in the

2000 DEIS, $80.78 is spent per day as a iotal economic impact from non-

WmPﬁW FOCTOSION UBe. Mmj_ﬂlﬂm_iw
L resulis : are

And adding more mud to the economic waters, recreation use has been defined
in the Draft EIS (2000) as only non-consumplive use, yet in the Supplemental
Draft EIS (2003), hunting {bul not fishing) has been included in the agency's
analysis of recreational use and visitor days (3.4 Recreation Resources) bul is
not included in the table presented (Table 3-78).

Recreation visitor days are not tracked specifically for the JMH area in the SDEIS
yet in the DEIS of 2000, Table 3-27 presents direct economic impacts for a base
year for the Jack Morrow Hills. And again, fishing is not considered in the
economic evalualions, This is especially disconcerting since there are several
fishing outfitters who use the Jack Morrow Hills area for guided fishing trips. And
of the identified five stireams in the area that contain fish Iife, four of them contain
cold water trout species (Table 3-3% DEIS 2000). In fact, the BLM is remiss in
“assuming” that very little fishing cccurs in the planning area (3.4 Recreation
Resources; SDEIS, 2003). The Rock Springs Chamber of Commerce and the
Lander Chamber of Commerce have literature promoting fishing trips within the
planning area. There are over 49 permittees with outfitter and guide permits
granted from the Rock Springs BLM office that use this area (Rock Springs BLM
personnel, May 2003). Types of permittees businesses include horse packing
trips, huniing guides, goal packing, fishing guides, rock hounding, wildiife viewing
guides, archeclegical guides, deser survival guides and general nature guides to
name a few. Only hunting has been included in the economic estimates. By not
including these additional important business uses and their economic
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contributions lo the economy of this area, the BLM greatiy distorts the validity of
economic evaluations in this Plan.

Hunting Use: Using the BLM's methodology for estimating economic value
from hunting illustrates the serious flaws. The first flaw is discounting the
economic impact that local hunters {those within the Rock Springs area and the
three county regions) have toward the economy. Hunting is a business in this
slate and has been totally dismissed as such. Hunters {within the three county
region) who purchase hunting supplies, gas, motels, taxidermists, etc. from local
hunting or sports-oriented retall businesses or use the services of professional
guides and outfitters located within the three county area contribute to the local
economy as well as the state's economic profile. Outfitter expenditures have
been totally disregarded and should be included in this economic profile.

When comparing hunting expenditures, residents and nonresidents are
distinguished by their state residency (Wyoming Game and Fish Depariment)
data) in the planning area of the DEIS {2000) but in the 2003 SDEIS, residents
are identified by their locale within the three county area. Anyone living outside
the three county areas bul who are state residents are not considered in the
economic statistics. WWF received a hunter list (February 2003) from the

. Wyoming Game and Fish Depariment which identified 5,000 hunters who had
hunted within the planning area in 2002 and included numerous residents outside
of the three county area,

Inconsistency in evaluating economic data is of concern to the WWF. In the
DEIS of 2000 data is presented in Table 4-13 which reflects how much hunters
paid per day fo hunt and recreate and in Table 4-14, hunting days were
estimated among residents and nonresidents. Expenditures in Table 4-13 were
assumed for both residents and nonresidents to be the same, This is
inconsistent with supplemental data presented in the 2003 SDEIS.

In another example, in Table 4-13 of the DEIS (2000), it is estimaled that a
nonresident elk hunter spands $330.69 per day to hunt elk in the planning area.
In Table 4-14, hunting days for nonresidents fotaled 9,589 for the Short-ferm
Cumuiative Ouiputs over a five-year period under the Preferred Allernative. This
results in nonresident el hunters contributing $3,170,986.41 to the economy of
the area over a five-year period. Over the estimated twenty-year planning
period, the economic contribution from elk hunters increases to $6,306,258.30
(based on an estimated 19,070 hunling days). This appears to be in diract
conflict with estimales received from the Wyoming Game and Fish Department
(see Harvest and Hunter Expenditura Attachment). For the year 2001, there

Jack Morrow Hills Coordinated Activity Plan A19A-1021



Appendix 19A

Final EIS

Wyoming Wilttls Federanon Comments lo J4dH SDEIS
Page 5§

were a lotal of 2,118 hunter days. Using BLM's methodology and multiplying that
by 5 years, a total of 10,585 days wera spent hunting.

A residen! hunter, while discounted as contributing to the economy of the area,
does indead contribute 1o the economic viability of the region. In fact, according
to Table 4-14 in the 2000 DEIS, residents spend three times as many days out
hunting than nonresidents. While the DEIS does not present data on how much
a resident hunter spends per day hunting elk, Table 4-13 does prasent the Net!
Economic Value of a resident elk hunter as $41.46. Over a five-year period
where 36,140 days were estimated to have been used locally by residents, an
estimated $1,458,364.40 was spent. Over a twenty-year period (Table 4-16
DEIS, 2000) $2.972,101.56 is estimated to be contributed by residents. This
figure seems out of proportion considering that recreation and hunting days were
estimated to increase over the twenty-year period, Delermining the number of
recreation or hunting days needs to be better reviewed in lieu of statements that
are made within the context of the document.

The Attachment presented with this letter illustrales dala received on hunling
expenditures from the Wyoming Game and Fish Depariment, based on the years
2000 and 2001, The differences between what BLM has derived (using the
WGFD data) and whal the WGFD presents Is confusing. Even laking the
percenlage of hunters in the planning area as cited by BLM, the attached table
would still reflect higher expenditures. In fact, for the year 2000, it has been
estimated that $3.9 million was spent by hunters in the Red Desert/Jack Mormow
Hillz area, and that number includes sage grouse hunters—something that the
SDEIS does not consider. In 2001, $2.6 million was spent by hunters. These
are significant numbers and need to be realized.

And finally, the lack of additional economic information from the adjoining and
participating counties (Fremont and Sublette) is irresponsible. Livestock auctions
and implement dealars are not the only economic confributors fo the planning
area from these counlies,

For these reasons, the Wyoming Wildlite Federation feels that the BLM economic
figures fail to adequately evaluate and realistically consider the additional and
equally important economic participants who impact the planning area.
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Based on the data presenied in the JMH DEIS of 2000 and the SDEIS of 2003,
the economic contrbutions to the region from hunting and recreational
opportunities compare significantly with the mineral industry and far surpass the
livestock industry. It is time that the BLM consider all economic impacts of this
multiple use area.

Thank you for considering these comments.

Sincerely,

Cathy Purves

Western Field Director
Wyoming Wildlife Federation
£.0. Box 1387

Lander, WY B2520
S07-335-8633

Attachment: Red Desert Estimated Harvest & Hunler Expenditures. .,
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“smazon” To: cwymail_jmbcap & bim.govs
<gmaxon @ attbl.com: - )
. Subject: jack momow hills commaent - Horth American Pronghom Foundation
@ 05232003 06:17 PM oo

Dear Ms. Dana

Attached please find our commaents regarding this

DEIS, which has the potential 1o have an extremely significant impact on cne of the worid's largest
pronghom populations.

Thank you,
Robb Hitchcock
Presidant, NAPF
ik
« [ackmorrowhilisdeis. doc

- jackmarrowhillsdeis23 doc
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Ms. Renee Dana, Team Manager
Bureau of Land Management

Rock Springs Field Office

280 Highway 191

Morth Rock Springs, Wyoming 82901

Re: Comments on Jack Morrow Hills DEIS

Dear Ms. Dana:

Pursuant to requests for comments regarding the Jack Morrow Hills DEIS, the
North American Pronghom Foundation, a not-for-profit conservation organization does
hereby wish 1o forward the following recommendations and additions for inclusion:

1) Enlarge the consideration of the cumulative impact that such an extensive
development of the various extractive industries, i.e., oil and gas, mineral mining, elc, as
well as the other extraneous activities, i.e., pipeline and well inspections, increased
human traffic, infrastructure obstacles, etc., will invariably have on the indigenous
native species, in particular, the pronghorn antelope, which to this juncture have not
been adequately addressed. Studies 1o be funded by operators.

2) With respect to the first recommendaltion, baseline data on those areas crucial
to pronghom, i.e. , fawning areas, summer and winier ranges, movemant corridors,
movement barriers, water resources, etc., should be gathered so as to define these
areas and provide for their protection and or mitigation pricr to the issuance of any
additional leases, developments and or road building. Without identifying such areas
prior to any additional leasing or other development they cannot be adeguately
prolected nor can they be satisfactorily mitigated after the fact. i.e. "baseline data’.

3) Long term range and game management goals are not clearly delineated for
this development area in the DE IS, nor are mitigations outlined to repair or enhance
areas that will be impacted thereby. Before additional leasing is allowed, these plans
need to be developed and presented for review by federal wildlife management
agencies and corresponding state game and fish departments.

4) Man-made artificial barriers, i.e., highways, roads, pipelines, fencing, etc.,
have the effect of fracturing habitat and altering natural movement corridors, almost
always to the detriment of the species involved, and this is especially evident with
pronghom. As such, the likely construction of extensive networks of roads linking well
sites and the fences which often accompany same pose a great threat to pronghorn if
they adversely affect or compromise crucial winter or summer range, fawning areas, or
movement cormidors.

5) As such, the NAPF would recommend the use of “permissive” fencing if any
be required, i.e., fences which allow animal passage, rather than “non-parmissive”
fencing, i.e., nat wire or too high, in all fencing thal may be utilized. And further, would

A19A-1026
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recommend that existing fences in the DEIS area be modified to BLM standards for
. fencing, wherein a smooth wire is used on the bottom strand not to be lower than 9
inches from the ground, and no net wire fence be used at any location in the area,

&) We endorse the concept of "Development Corridors® which would consolidate
the various roads, pipelines, power lines, eic., into narrow right-of ways and thus
minimize the types of habitat fracturing and movemnent barricades alluded to heretofore.

7) The density of wells is directly proportional to the total habitat disturbed, and
hence we would suggest low densities 1o minimize the impact of a well site on any given
parcel, thus reducing the adverse eflects on the resident prongharm. The use of lateral
drilling has also been shown to minimize the necessity of additional well sites.

8) The establishment of a monitoring team composed of various federal oversight
agencies, state fish and game department, state DEQ, conservalion organizations, and
other legitimate stakeholders should be undertaken immediately to track compliance
with BLM standards, habitat mitigation, environmental etfects, game impacts, elc.

g) Vehicular access via newly established roads has been demonstrated 10
cause dislocations of pronghorn and an increase in harassment and poaching incidents.
We would therefore recommend thal new roads be abandoned or consolidated after
well sites have bean connected 1o pipelines and their use be limited 1o maintenance or
monitoring operations and legitimate use by legal /sporismen and other recreational
users on certain designated roadways.

10) Surface water produced by CBM development that cannot be re-injected
should be stored for wildiife use, assuming that the quality of such waler is polable and

. not prohibitively saline, and reclaimed lands seeded with high forbe/shrub mixture.

11) Grazing permits should be maintained at the current level and not allowed 1o
return 1o the maximum allowable AUMs until the impact of these extractive industries
can be determined as lo thelr adverse effect on wildiife populations.

12) in evaluating impacts, we would endorse the Wyoming Standards for Healthy
Rangelands, Appendix 10, the Wyoming Game and Fish Department mitigation policy,
and the Guidelines for Livestock Grazing.

With respect 1o management strategies to be employed to mitigate the impacts of
a development of this scale, we would suggest thal the foliowing publications be used
as reference materials: a) Krausman, R. , editor. 1995. Rangeland wildlife. Society for
Range Management, Denver, Co.440pp. ISBN1 -884930-05-0, b) Lee, RM. , J.D.
Yoakum, B.W. O'Gara, T.M. Pojar and R.A. Ockenfels, editors. 1998. Pranghorn
management guides. Pronghom Antelope Workshop, Prescott, Az. 110pp, ¢) Demaris,
S and P.R. Krausman, editors. 2000. Ecology and management of large mammals in
North America. Prentice Hall. Upper Saddle River, N.J. , USA, 778pp. ISBN 0-13-
717422-5.

With respect to specific language in the document, the NAPF contends that the

following corrections and additions be added:

1) Seclion 4.4.6 Impacis on Wildlife: "Long-term displacement of elk, (addition:
prongharn,) or deer, from crucial habitat or birthing areas within the planning
area would be considered significant.”

. 2) Next to last sentence in fourth paragraph on page 4-64. * Seclusion areas for
wildlife would become smaller and more dispersed in some areas. Increased
oil and gas activity , especially in areas with reduced well spacing (40 and 80
acre spacing) would preciude use of some of these areas by wildlife species,
especially deer, (addition: pronghom), and elk".
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centrated within the high development potential area which includes the core
area, adverse effects to the elk (addition: and pronghorn) herds would be
greater than if development were dispersed because the majority of the high
development potential area overiaps big game crucial habitat and birthing
areas”.

. 3) Last paragraph fourth sentence on page 4-85: “Should development ba con-

The N.AP.F. welcomes this opportunity to comment on this important large scale
DE IS and urges you to give due consideration 1o the comments included herein. I light
of the possible adverse impact of such additional development, we would urge that the
BLM adopt Alternative 3 until such studies are completed. We welcome the chance to
participate or assist in the revision of this DEIS and would appreciate being included as
a listed "stakeholder” far the purpose of receiving information regarding the final DEIS.
While we do not oppose the concept of the development in certain areas of the Jack
Morrow Hills, we believe that its planning is inadequate. Thank you, and please do not
hesitate to contact this office for further comment.

Sincerely yours,

Robb D. Hitchcock
President, NAPF
P.O. Box 1383
Rawlins, Wyoming

. 82301
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= rail e Subject: Commens on JMHCAP SDEIS - Chaire Mosalay
Please respond lo pla

PLA To: Wymai_mhcag @ bim.gov
. @ <pla®1410grani.coms- oo

Attached are BMEN's comments on the Jack Morrow Hills
Supplemental Draft Environmentsl Impact Statement. Please
contact me if theare is a problem with Cransmission.

Thank you.

Claire M. Moseley
Executive Director

Public Lands Advocacy
1410 Grant Screst, B305
Denver, CO 80203

{303} BE&0-DCI5

{303} B60-0212 Direct Limne
(303} B&0-0110 Fax

RS 1410grant . com

EL.
- PLAJMHSDEIScommants{1].doc
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. Public Lands Advocacy
Claire M. Mosalay
Executive Dinocior
wnw publiclandsadvocacy.org
1410 Granl Stresl. Sulte B-305, Darver CO 80208 = Phonn (303) B60-0212 » Fa (303) S60-0310 + emal pio@410gront. com
May 23, 2003

Ms. Renee Dana, Team Leader
Bureau of Land Managemeant
280 Highway 191 North

Rock Springs, WY 82901

Re: Supplemental DEIS for the Jack Morow Hills Coordinated Activity Plan and Drafl Green
River Resource Managameant Plan Amendment

Dear Renee:

On behalf of Public Lands Advocacy (PLA), following are comments on the subject

supplemental draft environmental impact statement (SDEIS). PLA is a nonprofit trade

association whose members include independent and major oil and gas producers as well as

nonprofit trade and professional organizations that have |joined together to foster

environmentally sound exploration and production on public lands. As expressed at the April

public hearing in Rock Springs, PLA has serious concerns regarding the preferred altemnative
. identified in the SDEIS. These concems are iterated below.

Adaptive Management

PLA objects 1o the staged leasing and development proposal contained in the preferred
alternative. While BLM refers 1o this as “adaptive managemeni,” i appears to be a ploy 1o
further undermine the development of the Jack Momow Hills siudy area, Despite years of
planning in this area, BLM is stil unwilling to make appropriate land use decisions.
Furthermore, the concept of adaptive management was never intended to be used as a means
to avoid making land use decisions. Instead, it is meant to provide land managers with flexibility
while allowing land uses, including oil and gas development, to proceed without unnecessary
delays, Such flexibility would be accomplished through the use of performance standards rather
than highly prescriptive mitigation or limits on aclivity,

According to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), adaptive management is a process
that should be used lo evaluate the effectiveness ol certain assumptions by exparimentally
comparing diffarent management practices. In facl, it is intended for agencies such as BLM to
deal with uncerainties related to the effectiveness of prescribed mitigation measures by
identifylng causes and effecls of managemem decigions through monitoring. Information
derived from menitaring would provide BLM cause for adjusting its management approach
through consultation with the land user. All changes in management must be contingent upon
valid existing lease rights. That is not to say, however, thal BLM cannot work with operators in
order to amive at mutually agreeable solutions to problems. Ina nutsheill, adaptive management

. is intended to allow the agency io permit certain activities to occur while monitoring their effects
and making adjustments accordingly rather than relying on inexact guesses as to what could
occur as a result groundless suppositions.
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One of our grealest concams ie that BLM's plan contains no assurances of funding its purpored
monitoring.  Without full funding, staffing and specific objectives, all attempts at developing a
reasonable adaplive management process are destined for fallure. These failures will not only
jeopardize BLM's management plans, they will cause serious delays and needless constraints
on multiple use aclivities, such as development of energy resources.

Staged Leasing

Staged leasing is not adaptive management. Mereover, it is certainly unwarranted given the fact
that BLM has failed to idenlify specific goais and objectives with respect to what it wants 1o
accomplish by this untenable management approach. One slated ralionale for proposing
staged leasing ig 1o protect the Steamboat desert elk herd. The proposed plan is clearly
extreme because the herd has continued fto thrive in the area, despite the driling of
approximately 300 wells in the past. In fact the herd has flourished to the extent that the
Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD) has indicated its intention to increase the
original target population from 500 to 1,200. Ironically, PLA understands that the herd actually
exceeds 1,200 and is closer to 2000 to 2,500 head. Clearly, oil and gas development has had

absolutely NO impact on tha elk. We urge BLM to revise its proposal by taking in account the
favorable condition of the herd.

It is iresponsible for BLM to devise a plan that will prevent a lessee from acguiring the lease

. block required for sufficient development of the resource. Plainly stated, staged leasing will
dissuade most companies from devoting their limited exploration capital to an area which may
have potential for development when no plans for development can be finalized, Even more
irresponsible is for BLM to propose such a plan when there are no specific targets identified
which will allow the agency to make reasonable decisions.

Reclamation/Lease Suspensions

In addition, BLM indicates that complete reclamation will be required on disturbed areas prior to
issuing new leases, lifting suspensions on existing leases, or allowing development to ocour in
other areas. The requirement of full reclamation before allowing new activity to occur is
unreasonable given the facts that all disturbed areas are subject 1o reclamation bonds that
dictate the terms of reclamation and that the bends will not be released until satisfactory
reclamation is achieved.

Leases in the JMH area have been in suspense for years, ostensibly 1o allow BLM 1o conduct its
planning analysis. It was industry’s understanding that these suspensions would be lifted once
BLM's management strategy was adopled. It is our contention thal lease suspensions are
intended for use in rare, axtreme situations and not for use in perpetuity. Despite the claims of
some people, JMH is hardly rare and it does not warrant extrerme measures such as
interminable lease suspensions! BLM needs to revise its lease management strategy.

Becreation Uses

. It is counterproductive for BLM 1o impose inordinate restrictions on the oil and gas industry while
ignoring the broad negative impacts ofien associated with unconstrained recreation activities.
BLM is demonstrating prejudice toward oil and gas activities that are already highly regulated to
ensure they are conducted in an environmantally sound manner. The same is nol true for many
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Team Leader, JMHCAP
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recreation activities. We strongly recommend that BLM reconsider its management proposal for
JMH to ensure equitable managemaent of all resource uses and activities.

G g iviti

The proposed restrictions on geophysical activities are also extreme. Evidently, BLM is
attempting to placate special interes! groups by subjecling geophysical activities to the same
restrictions imposed on off-highway vehicle use. PLA raminds BLM that seismic activities in this
area leave no long-term impacts. In fact, BLM's 3150 Manual compels operators 1o prepare a
site-specific mitigation/operating plan before beginning seismic operations. Therefore, it is
unwarranted for BLM to limit a use that is subject to myriad rules and regulations and a
permitting process in the same manner as a use that is not subject to the same reguirements.
We strongly recommend that BLM revise its proposed management of geophysical activities,
taking into account the limitations already enforced,

National Historic Trails

We are gravely disturbed that BLM proposes to employ a 3-mile buffer zone along each side of
Mational Historic Trails in the JMH area to protect the viewshed. Obviously less restriclive

. measures would ensure protection of these trails. There needs o be a balance between what is
needed and whal maybe wanted. It hardly seems reasonable 1o allow trails to be utilized by
recreational users while limiting activities as far as 3 miles away. lronically, these trails were
forged to open up the West, not fo limit activiies, It is PLA's recommendation that BLM retain
the % mile or line-of-sight (which ever is less) oullined in the Green River Resource
Management Plan.

Conclusion

It is evideni that BLM is under the impression that the JMHCAP study area is still a candidate for
additional wilderness designations beyond those identified by BLM during its Wildemess Study
Process. According 1o a recent fact sheet posied on the Depardment of Interior wab site, “the
Department’'s internal legal analysis indicates that Sections 201 and 202 [of the Federal Land
Palicy and Management Act] may not be used as sumogales for Section 603 wildermess
recommendations. Because wildemness designation, as a practical matter, permanently bars
most use or access to these lands, Congress has reserved to itself the ability to designate
wilderness areas. No administralive agency has the power lo create a wilderness area by itself.”
Morecover, the Department found that "The Wildemess Handbook®" and related BLM guidance
was inconsistent with law and withdrew the Handbook and modified the related guidance. The
Department also found that "The Wildemess Handbock™ disregarded BLM's exhaustive fifteen-
year review and thal "Wilderness Areas® are managed, by law, for a single and statutory
exclusicnary use, and that any administrative decision to manage other lands as "Wilderness
Areas’ ocutside of the 1964 Wildemess Act, viclates clear congressional direction. PLA
. contends that BLM is attempting to manage the JMH area as nearly as possible to a de facto
wilderness despite the fact that no wilderness recommendations were made in the SDEIS.
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In view of the concermns raised with respect to tha SDEIS, PLA finds it impossible to support the
preferred alternative. Additionally, have found that the remaining alternatives are equally
onerous. Therefore, we recommend thal BLM retumn to the "drawing board” in an attempt 1o
devise a much more reasonable management proposal for the JMH area.

Thank you for the opporiunity 1o provide you with our views. Please do not hesitate to contact
ma should you have any questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely,
fsiClaire Moseley
Claire M. Moseley
Cc:  Gail Norton, Secretary of Interior
Kathleen Clarke, BLM Director

Beob Bannett, WY BLM State Director
Wyoming Congressional Delegation
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